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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 

highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

-Paper analysis the determinants of stock prices using a recent data for Nigeria.   
-I think there is no need for whole data presented in the text. 
-There seems an interpretation problem in ADF test. For example -3.065735 is greater 
than -2.634731 but authors claim that there is a unit root. The variables seem 
stationary. See literature for this. 
-It is not clear which variables are used in OLS and which variables are used in 
cointegration test. These should be clear. 
-Do not paste reviews outputs directly. Make them table format. 
-Paper should be organized from the beginning since it has serious technical 
problems and language and format should be improved. 

The ADF test statistic of -3.065735 is actually less than the critical value of -
2.634731 at 1% level of significance. The reason is that both are negative 
figures. Therefore, there is no interpretation problem in ADF.  

All the variables used in the analyses have been well-defined in section 3 of 
the article. 

Thus, I do not think that the paper has serious technical problems. 
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